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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address ~ 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 July 2004 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-5J-10and 13-26 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 7-5, 7-10, 13-26 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on July 19, 2004 has been entered and considered by 
examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5 and 6-10, 13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Graham et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,351 ,260) in view of Hasegawa (U.S. 
Patent No. 4,737,626). 

As to claim 1, Graham discloses a combined touch panel and light for use with a 
display having a substantially planar surface (see column 4, line 64 through column 5, 
line 19) including a source of illumination (102), a light guide (e.g., waveguide sections 
104, 110) for receiving light from the source of illumination and for propagating in a 
direction substantially parallel to a display surface of the display (see Figures 1-4 and 
see column 6, lines 3-68). Graham teaches at least one sensor (e.g., light receiver 112) 
for detecting an interruption in propagation of light in a direction substantially parallel to 
the display surface (see column 4, lines 25-37). Graham does not mention "combining 
means for calculating the position of interruption of light from the intensity of light 
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determined by the sensor". However, Graham teaches that "the receivers 406 and 
408 also couple to or include circuitry that converts photosensitive measurements from 
photosensitive measurements from photosensitive areas to a digital quantity, and then 
transmits the digital quantity to the host computer" (see column 7, lines 33-53 and 
column 1 1 , lines 40-63). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art that the host computer of Graham can perform a function as a combining means for 
calculating the position of interruption of light from the intensity of light determined by 
the sensor because if the computer of Graham does not perform the calculation of 
digital quantity (i.e. calculating the x, y coordinates), then the position of the touch 
cannot be detected or inputted on the screen. 

Moreover, in the same field of endeavor, examiner cites the reference of 
Hasegawa teaches a well-known feature "calculating" as recited in the claim. For 
example, Hasegawa teaches that "when a wide object (finger) also blocks the infrared 
beams 6 of a plurality of rows and columns adjacent to the center position, the intended 
center point can be obtained by averaging data" (see column 1 , lines 44-48). Thus,the 
calculating function must be performed in Hasegawa because Hasegawa teaches an 
averaging data. The limitation "said illumination radiated from one point" is so broad 
that it reads on either one of the light sources (402 and 404), the illumination clearly 
radiation from one point (i.e. point 402 or point 404). Although Graham teaches two 
light sources, but the claim does not require single source illumination. One of the 
sources (402, 404) of Graham can read on the limitation "illumination radiates from one 
point" as recited in the claim. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
invention was made to have used a combining means for calculating the position of 
interruption of light from the intensity of light determined by the sensor as taught by 
Hasegawa to the user input device of Graham so that the touch can be detected or 
measured accurately. 

As to claim 2, Graham clearly teaches a light guide including lenses (116); see 
column 4,lines 38-49. 

As to claim 3, Graham teaches the light guide distributing the illumination so that 
at least a portion of the illumination travels in two perpendicular directions (i.e. 
horizontal light beam 418 perpendicular to vertical light beam 420 as shown in figure 4). 

As to claim 4, Graham teaches the light guide (wave guide section) distributing 
the light in a plurality of different paths (light beam), and sensor (light receiver) being 
positioned to receiving information from at least one of the path; see Figures 1 and 4. 

As to claim 5, Graham clearly teaches the paths (light beam) being substantially 
parallel; see light beam 106 of Figure 1 or light beam 418 of Figure 4. 

As to claim 7, Graham teaches the illumination radiating in substantially linear 
manner adjacent at least one edge of the display (i.e. light source is LED as shown in 
Figure 4; see column 7, lines 15-19). 

As to claims 8-10, an analog sensors and a threshold sensors disposed along at 
least one edge of the display surface is taught by Graham as shown Figure 4 and 
column 7, lines 33-54. 
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As to clam 13, Graham teaches a light emitting diode light source (see column 
7,lines 14-27). 

As to claim 17, Graham clearly teaches the apparatus being sized, shaped and 
positioned to illuminate the display panel; see column 5, lines 1-45. 

4. Claims 14 and 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Graham in view of Hasegawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kubo et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,456,279). 

As to claim 14, note the discussion of Graham and Hasegawa above, Graham 
and Hasegawa do not mention light guide including a substantially planar member 
extending over the display surface. Kubo teaches a light guide (2) including a planar 
member extending over the display surface (see Figure 1 and column 8, lines 1-25. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the invention 
was made to have substituted the guide light as taught by Kubo to the light guide of 
Graham as modified by Hasegawa so that a high quality image displayed can be 
obtained and the brightness of the screen can be improved (see column 3, lines 42-49 
of Kubo). 

As to claim 18, Kubo clearly teaches liquid crystal display panel (1 ). 

As to claims 19-20, Kubo teaches both front light and back light liquid crystal 
display panel. For example, Figure 10 shows well-known backlight light liquid crystal 
display panel as well as front light liquid crystal display panel as shown in Figure 1. 
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As to claims 21-26, the limitations a portable electronic device, a personal digital 
assistant, a mobile telephone recited in claims 21-26 are taught by Kubo; see column 8, 
lines 51-56 and column 28, lines 16-17. 

5. Claims 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Graham in view of Hasegawa as applied to claiml above, and further in view of 
Selbrede (U.S. Patent No. 5,319,491). 

As to claim 15, note the discussion of Graham and Hasegawa above, Graham 
and Hasegawa do not mention a resilient, deformable light guide. Selbrede teaches the 
use of a well-known deformable elastomer layer light guidance (148) to the optical 
display panel; see column 10, lines 46-55. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the invention was made to have used the deformable 
elastomer layer light guidance to the guide light of Graham as modified by Hasegawa so 
as to prevent unwanted distortions of the light beam (see column 10, lines 46-55 of 
Selbrede). 

As to claim 16, Graham teaches a touch input device (300) which has 
characteristic deformable placed over the display screen (208) which has light guide. 
Even the reference of Kubo teaches a well-known feature deformable layer disposed 
over the light guide as recited in the claim. 
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Response to Arguments 



Response to Arguments 



6. Applicant's arguments filed July 19, 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Graham teaches two light sources whereas the claim 
recites "illumination radiates from one point" . However, the limitation "said illumination 
radiated from one point" is so broad that it reads on either one of the light sources (402 
and 404), the illumination clearly radiation from one point (i.e. point 402 or point 404). 
Although Graham teaches two light sources, but the claim does not require single 
source illumination. One of the sources (402, 404) of Graham can read on the limitation 
"illumination radiates from one point" as recited in the claim. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chanh Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
6603. 



Inquiries 



Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
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or faxed to: 



(703) 872-9306 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 
Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist) 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 



C. Nguyen 
September 20, 2004 




CHAMH NGUYEN 
PRIMARY EXAfUMMER 



